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published manuscripts, and shall embrace, with great delight, 
any future opportunity that may be offered us of again bestow- 
ing the feeble tribute of our applause upon the labors of one 
who will ever be remembered and admired as an eloquent 
writer, a powerful thinker, a wise, learned, amiable, and good 
man. 



Akt. XI. — The New Testament in the Common Version, 
Conformed to Griesbach's Standard Greek Text. Bos- 
ton. Gray & Bowen. 1830. 

In our fifteenth volume, we gave some account of the lead- 
ing editions of the Greek New Testament, adding our favor- 
able testimony to what has been contributed from all quarters, 
to the work of Dr. Griesbach ; a critic, who, — in the circum- 
stance that the principal emendations which he introduced, 
were thought not of a character to support his own theological 
system, — had a peculiar advantage for recommending his 
judgment to general confidence, and its results to an impartial 
estimation. We had occasion to remark, that what has hither- 
to borne the name of the Received Edition, was an anony- 
mous compilation from previous impressions, themselves mainly 
derived from two sources ; viz. the Greek Testament of the 
Complutensian Polyglot, prepared from manuscripts not now 
known, but which all the evidence, accessible on the subject, 
ascertains to have been modern and of little authority ; and 
that of Erasmus, who possessed but four manuscripts, besides 
the text presented in a commentary by a father of the elev- 
enth century. Of these manuscripts, one only was of the 
whole New Testament ; the other three were respectively of 
the Gospels, of the Acts and Epistles, and of the Apoca- 
lypse. Of the first of these, which was ancient, dating per- 
haps from the tenth century, little use appears to have been 
made. The third, and especially the second, were modern, 
and of little critical worth. The fourth is now lost ; it was so 
imperfect, that Erasmus was forced to supply chasms — in one 
instance to the extent of six verses — by his own translation 
from the Latin Vulgate. In less than nine months from the 
time when his work was undertaken, it had passed through the 
press, along with notes, and a Latin translation of the whole, 
the editor also giving meanwhile a great part of his atten- 
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tion to another publication. It was, of course ' despatched,' 
as he himself says, ' rather than edited.' And to add to the 
enumeration of his infelicities, the copy was not given to the 
public as he had prepared it, but was marred by ignorant correct- 
ors of the press, who also left typographical errors, which have 
been repeated in all reprints of the Received Edition to this day. 

Between the time of the Received Edition and that of 
Griesbach's great work, several hundreds of manuscripts of the 
New Testament — and among them those of the highest an- 
tiquity known to be extant — had been carefully examined, and 
their testimony recorded. From this source, — from the an- 
cient versions, indicating what the Greek text was at the time 
when they were made, — and from quotations by early writers 
of the church, one of whom, it has been said, Origen, would 
alone furnish an almost complete copy of the New Testa- 
ment, — materials for a revision were brought together, amount- 
ing to not less than a hundred and thirty thousand various 
readings. The rules of judging between discordant authorities 
had also received much attention, and, in leading particulars, 
had assumed the fixed character of a science. In digest- 
ing these abundant materials, and ascertaining the results 
of a comparison according to these rules, the editor of what 
now claims the authority of the standard copy of the writings 
of the New Testament, employed the patient study of more 
than thirty years. 

With the opinion which we so long ago expressed of his 
work, we were, of course, gratified to find it made accessible 
to English readers, in the volume of which we have given the 
title above. We have been struck with a remark in one of 
the periodicals of the day, that ' Dr. Knapp's Testament is now 
admitted by German scholars, liberal as well as orthodox, 
to be superior to Griesbach's,' and ' is the most highly es- 
teemed, and most generally used in Germany.' In the 
comparison thus instituted, we apprehend that there has been 
some mistake. In preparing Griesbach's text of the New 
Testament, the authorities, antecedent to the art of printing, 
were weighed for every word, and thus the text of the Re- 
ceived Edition was amended, as often as there was found 
a clear preponderance of evidence for such correction. The 
manual edition of this author is a critical edition, in a proper 
sense of that phrase ; — since, though not containing the full 
references of the larger work, which, for distinction's sake, 
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goes by that name, it exhibits in the text all the restora- 
tions there ascertained, and, in the margin, all the other 
important results of the examinations there denoted. — The 
edition of George Christian Knapp, first published in 1797, 
and since at different times and with some improvements 
till 1829, is a cheap book for schools. So far from coming, 
or being intended to come into competition with the work 
of Griesbach, the editor is at pains, in his Prolegomena, 
to have it understood, that he is a disciple of Griesbach 
in the only questionable particular of that critic's views, the 
systematic classification of authorities ; and, moreover, that he 
does not undertake such a labor as that of a new edition, nova 
recensio, — which that of Griesbach, strictly speaking, is, — but 
only the humbler task of a new revisal, a re-examination, nova 
recognitio. Recensuit Griesbaohius, and recognovit Knappius, 
are the respective appropriate designations of the title pages. 

This distinction is treated in the Prolegomena to his Homer, 
by Wolf. The labor of a recognition, he says, is praisewor- 
thy ; ' whoever, the most partially furnished with the best 
helps, exhibits an author's text corrected, whether by the ap- 
plication of his own sagacity, or in the use of a few authori- 
ties, though he should hardly remove thirty errors, and leave 
a hundred untouched, has undeniably rendered a good ser- 
vice to letters.' And this is the kind of work, he continues, 
which most critics have been content with doing. ' Few are 
so pains-taking, as from recondite and separate sources, espe- 
cially from ancient copies, to bring together every variety of 
reading, and then, instituting a comparison with the readings 
commonly received, to undertake a thorough emendation.' 
' There is a great difference between this superficial and de- 
sultory labor, and that of an exact and complete revisal, con- 
ducted according to settled rules. In the former, more is 
scarcely aimed at, than to remove blemishes, which are cur- 
rently admitted, or exhibited in some copies ; passing over 
many readings, which, while as to sense they may be approved 
or tolerated, have, in point of authority, no pretensions. An 
exact recension, on the other hand, availing itself of all useful 
materials, searches throughout for what the writer's hand set 
down, and interrogates in turn the testimonies for every single 
reading, and not for those only, which may excite suspicion.' 

The inferior work of the two kinds here distinguished is 
what Knapp, with great particularity, announces to have been 
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the aim of his own enterprise. ' I have promised, not a new 
recension, but a recognition of the text.'* The obvious objec- 
tion to this procedure is, that a critic is not obliged by the na- 
ture of his engagement, to consult all accessible authorities, 
nor is he held to any strict rules of judgment between them. 
By the terms of his modest pretension, he is free to attend to 
a part of the evidence, instead of the whole, and to follow un- 
defined preferences of his own, in the weight, which he as- 
cribes to that part to which he does attend. In the critical 
edition of Griesbach, the reader may see, against every ques- 
tionable word, a schedule of the authorities upon which the 
text preferred is determined to be what proceeded from the 
sacred writers, so that he has the means of reviewing the crit- 
ic's decisions, and of reversing them if he see cause. The 
revised copy of Knapp furnishes no means of discerning how 
extensive was the search, or what the principles, which brought 
him to his conclusions. A partial remedy for this defect 
would have been found in a precise statement of how far it 
was that the editor proposed to go towards a restoration of the 
text. But this he has failed to furnish. He says only, in 
general terms, that he has in view such as 'demand a text 
more pure than the received text of the Elzevirs, which pub- 
lishers have too long sent abroad.' 'If readers should find 
themselves but a little aided by his labors, he will have accom- 
plished what he wished.' ' It is his purpose to present a legit- 
imate selection of the most approved readings, extracted from 
a text of that conformation, which would bear the precise 
character of a new recension.' ' He has approached re- 
luctantly and reverently the step of removing a received read- 
ing from its place.' ' He has often passed over the less im- 
portant readings, especially where he conceived them to contain 
nothing to disturb a reader, or to affect the writer's sense. He 
has often purposely passed by what appeared to require some 
correction, when either the correction demanded was not ob- 
vious, or was of a questionable character. In other places, 
even where there were reasons dictating a change, still the ne- 
cessity not being sufficiently indubitable, he had preferred to 
retain the popular reading, and apply a gentler cure by a 
change of punctuation.' 

It is plain enough that all this is inexact and unsatisfactory. 
To be deaf to testimony for the pure, out of deference to the 

* Commentatio Isagogica, p. 19. 
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corrupt, while it may wear a show of caution, is, in such a 
case, the loosest and most assuming rashness. The language 
of the preface throughout leads the reader to anticipate a sort of 
halting compromise between critical accuracy, which had made 
its claims heard, and a lingering popular attachment to some 
vitiated passages, which have now, with a remarkable unanim- 
ity of sects, been condemned, as not entitled to a place in 
scripture. Or it may be explained from the circumstances of the 
time, when the growing enumeration of various readings had 
created alarm in not a few serious minds ; before it had come to 
be understood, with what astonishing strength these discoveries 
establish the invaluable truth of the substantial identity of the 
numerous copies, in all their representations of matters of 
faith and duty. However this may be, the editor is constantly 
betraying his apprehension, that, in doing the little, which he 
proposed to do, he should provoke the censure of the unin- 
formed. ' If,' says he, ' this labor, modestly and circumspectly 
directed to a correction of the text, should give offence to un- 
learned or mistrustful men, my defence is at hand ; ' a de- 
fence consisting in the universal acknowledgment of the cor- 
rupt character of the Elzevir edition. ' May we not depart,' 
he proceeds, ' from that text, and adopt a better, possessing 
so many helps towards doing this successfully ? ' ' We may 
well be surprised, that a manual for learners has not been 
provided, more correct than that in use, at least free from those 
blots, which all who will open their eyes on the case admit 
should be removed.' 'Who would endure the man, who, 
after the editions of Gronovius, Grsevius, and Ernesti, should 
reprint the text of Cicero from the Aldine edition, or that of 
Gruter, pretending that that was good enough for the ignorance 
of tyros ? ' By palpable errors, which he thus clearly, how- 
ever timidly, exposes, we might expect that he would not suf- 
fer himself to be overawed. Yet we find him, soon after, ex- 
pressly allowing, as to punctuation, often a most important 
part of the critic's task, that, ' except where he had reached 
absolute satisfaction, he had not presumed to interpose his 
judgment, in respect to places, which interpreters have long 
discussed, preferring to retain the common pointing, though 
not entirely meeting his approbation, provided it did not com- 
pletely overthrow the sense.' Words, which, in his own view, 
were unquestionably spurious, — unquestionably from some in- 
terpolating hand, — he still retains in the text, enclosing them 
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only in double brackets ; and even the mark of less positive 
discredit has not been added to any word, ' except on the 
authority of abundant witnesses.' Sometimes, as in John, viii. 
1-11, when he has marked a passage as most unquestiona- 
bly forged, he is even careful to say that he has not done this 
on account of discrediting the narration, but because he is 
persuaded of its not having been penned by the apostle. And 
finally he gives, at the close of his preface, a full profession of 
his adherence to generally received doctrines of theology, lest 
any should suppose, that, in his labors of textual emendation, 
he has been wanting in devotedness to them. 

What state it was of opinion, or of the book-market, in 
Germany, which called for such a work, we cannot presume 
to say. It was first published eight years before the manual 
edition of Griesbach. Had the latter been in existence, the 
former would very probably never have appeared. In the 
preface to his second impression, Dr. Knapp says, that when 
the first was issued, there was a demand for a Testament, ex- 
hibiting a more correct text than the received, and such as, 
while it should be printed on fair types, should be of conve- 
nient size and small price. Having, from this cause, naturally 
acquired possession of the market, it would as naturally, more 
or less, retain possession. It was bought at first because there 
was nothing to compete with it, and copies were subsequently 
multiplied because, from use, they would sell. How wide has 
in fact been its currency, we have no sufficient means of ascer- 
taining. In the English works by divines of different classes, 
which are full of the praises of Griesbach, we do not remem- 
ber to have met with any mention of Knapp. De Wette, in 
his Lehrbuch der historisch-kritischen Einleitung, merely gives 
the title of his work, along with other manuals, in a short list 
appended to some remarks on Griesbach, in which he calls 
the latter's publication an indispensable manual for critics. 
Schott, in his first edition of the Greek Testament with a Latin 
version in 1805, in stating that the convenience of his publish- 
er required him to follow the first and inferior edition of Gries- 
bach, instead of waiting for the second to be completed, makes 
no mention of Knapp whatever, though he had published eight 
years before. In his second edition in 1811, Schott adopted 
the improved text of Griesbach, passing over in the same 
silence the labors of the other. Vater, in his Greek manual 
edition with a concise commentary, published in 1824, though 
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he names Knapp in his title page, does not speak of him in 
his preface or appendix, — in both which the labors of Gries- 
bach, as ' the prince of critics,' are abundantly extolled, — ex- 
cept in a single clause, where he notices the carefully selected 
list of conjectural emendations subjoined by Knapp to his 
work. In Eichhorn's Bibliothek der biblischen Literatur, a 
notice of a page's length is devoted to Knapp, in the volume 
for 1799, the second year after his New Testament appeared. 
It is praised for its cheapness, for the judicious arrangement 
of the pages, and the correctness of its typography. The re- 
viewer also hints at the apologetic strain of the preface, and 
expresses his hope that the peculiarly scrupulous character of 
the criticism will dispel all readers' apprehensions. In Fuhr- 
mann's Handbuch der theologischen Literatur, (1819) is a 
short notice of the second edition, as one of ' two commenda- 
ble manuals.' The strain of this critique is substantially the 
same with that of Eichhorn's Bibliothek. The character of 
the text, as the fruit of ' a recognition merely, not a recension,'' 
is specified ; and this work of recognition is remarked to have 
been executed ' with a solicitous scrupulosity, yea, a shyness.' 
' Knapp,' says the reviewer, ' retains words in ihe text, which 
in justice should have been entirely omitted.' ' Palpable inter- 
polations should by no means, (even though enclosed) have 
been received into the text.' ' The compiler has proceeded 
with a somewhat too anxious squeamishness.' We may add, 
that in a notice of Griesbach's great work, in the same volume, 
consisting of unqualified praise, the editor sums up his remarks 
by saying, ' Germany may be proud of this edition. No crit- 
ical edition of the New Testament compares with this in pu- 
rity and value, in the evidence which it exhibits of its own 
correctness even in minor particulars, and in the indefatigable 
diligence of the editor.' 

At the hazard, or the cost, of being tedious, we have been 
thus precise and copious in citing authorities, because, when 
the question, which chances to be presented, is not upon the 
merit, but upon the standing of a work, the citation of authori- 
ties is the only course towards a determination ; because, in a 
matter of critical inquiry, it is the authority of the learned 
which must unavoidably decide the general opinion ; and be- 
cause, in such an examination of evidence for particular refor- 
mations of the text, as would be essential in discussing the 
merits of an edition, we might seem to be keeping scarcely re- 
vol. xxxi. — no. 68. 35 
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mote enough from the region of controversial theology. We 
have only further to say, in general, that nothing of the con- 
tinental writers has fallen in our way, inconsistent with the 
all but unanimously declared sense of the learned in the parent 
country, in and out of the church, in favor of the prepondera- 
ting claim of the edition of Griesbach to the character of the 
standard of the New Testament collection. Bishop Marsh, in 
his translation of Michaelis, may have spoken this opinion more 
fully, but he has scarcely spoken it more decidedly than almost 
every other Episcopal scholar of any considerable name ; and, 
not to specify other dissenting writers, the Eclectic Review, 
the great organ of English orthodox dissent, besides bearing 
its testimony more recently in repeated instances to the same 
point, gave, in its fifth volume, an elaborate article, the sum 
of which is expressed in the following extracts. ' The Greek 
text of Griesbach's last edition has a just title above every 
other yet published, to be received as a standard text.' ' We 
hazard nothing in saying, that the venerable professor has 
achieved that honorable and necessary work, which has been 
for ages wanted, of liberating the sacred text of the New 
Testament from unauthorized intrusions and alterations ; and 
that he has exhibited it in a state so nearly approaching to 
its original and native form, as to exclude all probable ex- 
pectation of any material improvement from future collations 
and critical labors.' 

' It is highly desirable,' the same writer very judiciously 
adds, ' that the fruits of sacred criticism, produced by the ar- 
duous toils of illustrious scholars through so long a course of 
years, should be laid open to universal use. For this pur- 
pose a revision of the established translation, transfusing into 
it the increased purity of the original text, would be the most 
obvious, easy, and generally acceptable method.' Precisely 
this has been the design of the work which has afforded occa- 
sion to these remarks, and we do not wish to conceal our 
gratification that a work so desired has been attempted among 
ourselves. The editor of the New Testament, in the Com- 
mon Version, conformed to Griesbach's Standard Greek Text, 
desires, in his preface, to be ' understood not to have at- 
tempted any such work as that of a revised translation of the 
New Testament. He has exactly reprinted the Common 
Version, except in places where the Greek text, from which 
that version was made, is now understood to have been faulty. 
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In other words, he has aimed to present the Common Version 
precisely such as it would have been, if the translators could 
have had access to the standard text of Griesbach, instead of 
the adulterated text of Beza. In the translations which he 
has introduced to correspond to the amended Greek, it has 
been his careful endeavor to imitate the style of the Received 
Version, and no one has been admitted without study and 
consideration.' Of the accomplishment of this plan, we shall 
say no more, than that such examination as we have made 
has detected no departure from the principles on which the 
editor professes to have proceeded, and that the exactness 
and finish of the typographical execution are worthy of un- 
common praise. 



